Abstract: The purpose of this study is to develop a new integrative theory of motivation drawn from the existing theories and data. The method used is a combination of meta-ethnography and grounded theory. The second phase of the study employed a thought experiment to test the newly developed theoretical propositions of motivational force. The first phase of the study revealed a central phenomenon for the occurrence of motivational force, i.e. "In Search for Anchors," which is a result of the paradox between freedom to choose and human vulnerability. "Freedom to choose" is the central factor of a motivational model that includes "urge," "challenge," "incentive," and "meaning." These five factors are motivational sources, which have holistic-dynamic-integrative interaction. Human vulnerability is the other side of the motivational model that comprises risk, uncertainty, and hope that ignite motivational force. The dynamic interaction of risk, uncertainty, and hope is represented in a mathematical formula that produces the strength of the force, (R -H)2 x U, which can be potrayed in a "twin-peak" curve. The thought experiment was conducted to test the hypothetical formula. The result shows that the "twinpeak" hypothesis is supported but the shape of the curve is found to be not symmetrical. The data show that hope is the strongest motivational force, therefore the formula is modified into = (R -U)2 x H. The implication of the study and the utility of the new theory are discussed.
Introduction
Historians and scholars of social sciences are competing to explain the phenomena of the emergence and advancement of civilizations. Classical explanations usually provide arguments about the geography, climate, and various other geopolitical reasons to trigger advancement of a nation (Khaldun 1377; McClelland 1961) . In a more general context, the question that arises is "what kind of forces are able to drive a nation to catch up and race to get ahead?." Many countries in the world have shown surprising rapid progress. In the 1980s Japan astonished the world with the success of their economy which was able to defeat America (Kondo 1991) ; Korea in the 1990s showed their "claws" and was able to compete with Japan in the automotive and electronic industries, and the era of the 2000s was marked by China's "miracle" (Naisbitt and Naisbitt 2010) .
Experts in social sciences (Khaldun 1377; McClelland 1961; Smith 1776; Weber 1930) agree that there is a force that drives people to go forward, both for their own success or collectively in building a civilization. History shows that nations in this world alternately rise and fall, in power and oppressed (Durkheim and Mauss 1971; Khaldun 1377) .
The discourse about the force has four layers of analysis, namely natural force, sociostructural force, group force, and internal force. Psychology has focused on explaining the dynamics of the internal force. The individual is the main actor in the progress of human civilization. All other forces serve only as an antecedent that would eventually culminate in triggering the internal force. Interconnectivity between the four layers of these forces can be illustrated in Figure 1 , and referred to as "Layers of forces."
The notion of the force in terms of human behavior is described by Kurt Lewin as follows: "Behavior on the part of a person is assumed to be the result of field of forces each of which has direction and magnitude" (in Vroom 1964: 18) . In essence, the force is something that directs human behavior with a specific intensity and direction. The concept of the force in the discipline of psy- chology is implicitly included in the dynamics of motivation. However, motivation as a psychological construct has a broad meaning and scope. It is associated with other constructs that are considered as the underlying factors such as, "motive" (McClelland 1966; 1987; Atkinson 1957) , "needs" (Maslow 1943) , "goals" (Locke and Latham 1990 ), "reinforcement" or "feedback" (Komaki 1978; Komaki et al. 1982; Komaki 1986; Komaki et al. 1989; Komaki et al. 1986) , and "valence" and "expectancy" (Vroom 1964; Wanous et al. 1983 ).
As a psychological construct, motivation has two meanings associated with the problems that will be solved. The first meaning of motivation is "something to account for an individual's selection of one path of action among a set of possible alternatives" (Atkinson 1957: 359) . This first meaning is hereafter referred to as a "motivation as a choice." The second meaning of motivation is "the arousal or energizing of the organism. What conditions instigate action, determine its duration or persistence and finally its cessation. The phenomena to be explained include the level of activity of the organism and the vigor of amplitude of its behavior" (Vroom 1964: 2) . This second meaning is, from now on, referred to as "motivation as a force" or simply "motivational force."
Until the beginning of this 21st century, motivation was still ranked as the second most widely written about topic, after the topic of methodology (Cascio and Aguinis 2008; Latham and Pinder 2005) . The journal articles that were reviewed showed that there is no common ground to explain what could be "responsible" for the emergence of human behavior. This problem has lasted for more than 40 years, since the 1960's (Vroom 1964) until recently (Latham and Pinder 2005 (Maslow 1943: 393) . Thus, according to Maslow, every form of human behavior is done in order to fulfil or to satisfy certain needs. Once these needs are satisfied they will no longer drive behavior, no longer motivate.
For Maslow everything about human behavior is driven by needs, even beyond the five basic needs. He also mentioned about the need for curiosity, aesthetic needs, etc, (Maslow 1943) . However, Maslow faces a problem when he tries to explain "self-actualization."
"The clear emergence of these needs rests upon prior satisfaction of the physiological, safety, love, and esteem needs. We shall call people, who are satisfied in these needs, basically satisfied people, and it is from these that we may expect the fullest (and healthiest) creativeness. (Maslow 1943: 383) " From Maslow's statement above, it can be implied that a self-actualized person is one who already fulfils all of their needs. It means that those people's behavior is not driven by the effort to fulfil their needs anymore. This statement contradicts the fundamental proposition of Maslow's theory, which is that only unsatisfied needs can motivate an individual's behavior. Maslow's idea about self-actualization is beyond human needs, but Maslow has not found a conclusive explanation for it. He wrote "it remains a challenging problem for research" (Maslow 1943 ).
The implication of Maslow's theory for application in the organizational setting is as follows. When management initiates an incentive program, with a range of different benefits, it can be understood from the perspective of needs theory. For example, in deciding what kinds of benefit should be offered to employees, management can consider the need level of the employees. For lower to middle level employees, the needs will include survival and safety, for example: food, housing, protection, etc. Then for the next level of needs they will appreciate some social gathering, social activities like "family day," etc. Above that, their esteem needs can be satisfied with programs such as "employee of the month," promotion and so on. However, it will be difficult for management to manage the employees who are already at the level of self-actualized person.
The other competing perspective on human motivation, which is widely applied in organizational setting, is the behavioral perspective, mainly based on Skinnerian theory of behavior modification (Skinner 1953) . The basic assumption of the behavioral perspective is that human behavior occurs as a response to past experience. More specifically, reinforced past experience will shape future behavior, and reinforcement given to certain behavior will cause that behavior to persist. Skinner perceived a human being as "a machine" that can be programmed to go in a certain direction. Furthermore Skinner denied the existence of "free will" within human personality.
"It was not long before the additional step was taken…which produced the fully-fledged doctrine of 'man a machine',…machine has become lifelike and living organisms have been found to be more like machines." (Skinner 1953: 46) The theoritical problem rests on the denial of the internal psychological dynamics, which represent the "fee will" of human beings. Actually the proposition of Skinnerian theory also explains that organisms possess what is called "random behavior," which is the original behavior before the organism experiences any reinforcement intervention. The notion of "random behavior" is similar to the characteristics of "free will," so actually Skinner cannot fully explain the dynamic of human behavior without considering the existence of "fee will." As a result of this denial, behavioral approach can only explain and predict human behavior within a limited context and time (Dipboye et al. 1994) .
Skinnerian thinking has a strong influence on "scientific management perspective" or, according to McGregor, it is the basis for a "Theory X" perspective in managing human resources in an organizational setting. Even though a lot of critics already addressed these views of human behavior, the behavioral approach can be found even in recent management application such as in reward policy or performance management strategy. The problem arises when those strategies start to provoke protest among labor unions because they neglect the psychological wellbeing of the workers.
Idealistic theories assume that humans are basically good and always well behaved, which appears in the form of intrinsic motivation theories (Schulze and Frank 2003; Thompson and Thornton 2002; Vansteenkiste and Deci 2003; Weist et. al. 2001; Wood et al. 2000) . Similar to self-actualization, intrinsic motivation is a beautiful and idealistic concept, but they face strong criticism from researchers who have at-tempted to investigate them empirically (Eisenberger and Cameron 1996; Eisenberger 1999; Payne 1970; Petri and Govern 2004; Lepper et al. 1999) . Some other researchers recognize that the intrinsic and extrinsic motivation coexist in facilitaing behavior (Hoekman et al. 2005; Deci et al. 1999b; Lindenberg 2001; Xiang et al. 2005 ).
Other conflicting explanations for motivational force are between behavioral theories and cognitive theories, e.g. goal-setting theory. Goal-setting theory believes in internal forces in the form of goals and commitment, which are responsible for the emergence of motivated behavior (Latham and Baldes 1975; Locke 1980; Locke and Latham 1990) . Goal-setting theory holds that the source of one's motivation is the presence of challenging goals that ignite passion to achieve them. By contrast, behaviorism argued that the motivation emerges when someone gets feedback on his work, which reinforces the individual to redo what they have done before (Komaki et al. 1978; Komaki et al. 1980; Komaki 1981; Komaki et al. 1989 ).
Confusion and contradictory propositions of achievement motivation theory, goal setting and VIE theory, are illustrated in Figure 2. Goal setting theory assumes that the strength of motivation will be higher with the smaller probability of success, while achievement motivation theory claims that a "middle way" is the best, when the probability of success is 50:50. On the other side, VIE theory claims that the higher probability of success will increase the strength of the motivational force. Each of the conficting theories has sound arguments and are supported by empirical data. It is not easy to explain these contradictions in terms of existing perspectives. Therefore, a new integrating theory is needed to solve the problems.
There are two possible explanations when there are three things that are contradictory, but each is claimed to be correct. The first possible explanation is that there is only one correct theory and the others are wrong, so we need to strengthen the correct proposition with more evidence, and argue that the other ones are wrong, with sufficient evidence as well. The second possible explanation is that all theories could be correct, but each approached the phenomenon from different perspectives. It is like the metaphor of three blind men who were asked to describe an elephant. Each one found evidence but the evidence was understood or interpreted differently. In other words, each theory is only a fragment of the whole truth.
This study aims to dig deeper into the concepts about motivation in order to formulate a new theory about the force that is more essential (atomic theory), through a multi-paradigm and multi-method approach. This study will go beyond the level of understanding of the contemporary theories of motivation. This is done in order to find the underlying principles of motivational dynamics through de-construction and re-construction of psychological constructs concerning the motivational force. Thus, the research question is, "what kinds of psychological characteristics that are responsible for the emergence of motivational force?"
Method
This research was conducted by combining the approaches of radical humanist, interpretive, and functionalist (Gioia and Pitre 1990) . Radical humanist approach through critical analysis of the established theories is conducted to gain a new perspective in understanding the dynamics of motivation and its supporting constructs. An interpretive approach is applied through analyzing primary data on experiences of motivated behavior, which are collected to obtain a deeper understanding of the dynamics of motivation.
A functionalist approach is applied to test the newly constructed theoretical proposition.
The meta-ethnography technique (Noblit and Hare 1988) is an appropriate technique to represent the radical humanist approach, namely to critically analyze and reinterpret the texts that have been formulated in the conventional theories of motivation, to understand the psychological characteristics of the motivated behavior. The expected outcome of this procedure is the formulation of the psychological characteristics associated with the emergence of the force in the dynamics of motivated behavior.
An interpretive approach was used by conducting grounded theory research (Strauss and Corbin 1990) , namely to understand the characteristics of the psychological situation of motivated behavior experiences. The grounded theory technique will produce data in the form of transcripts of in-depth interviews, which are illustrations of motivated behavior experienced by the respondents of the study.
Data obtained through meta-ethnography techniques will be analyzed and confirmed by data obtained through the technique of grounded theory. Analysis was performed back and forth to achieve satisfactory understanding (to reach saturation) in answering the research question. Thus the techniques of meta-ethnography and grounded theory are integrated in the process of analyzing data through open coding, axial coding and selective coding. The integration of these two techniques, as a multi-method approach, is hereafter called the meta-ethnographical-grounded-theory approach.
The conclusion formulated through meta-ethnographical-grounded-theory analysis, then performed as a hypothesis to be tested. The hypothesis testing is done through a thought experiment study. The thought experiment was conducted among university students. There were four studies conducted, with numbers of participants for each study being: 51, 40, 82, and 54 students. Participants were second year students, so that they were familiar with the learning process in the university.
Treatments for these thought experiment studies are scenarios concerning class situations, which characteristics are varied in terms of probability for success. There are three themes of the scenarios: (1) grading style (applied in two studies); (2) teaching style; and (3) class assignment design.
The procedure of the study is as follows: (1) participants are introduced to five scenarios of class situations; (2) participants are asked to rate the scenarios based on how much they like each of them; (3) participants are asked to rate the scenarios based on the strength of their tendency to choose; (4) participants are asked to rate the scenarios based on how strong they invoke motivation to learn, using a multiple choice scale; (5) participants are asked to rate the scenarios based on how strong they invoke motivation to learn, using a forced choice scale. Procedure (2) and (3) measure motivation as a choice, while procedure (4) and (5) measure motivation as a force or motivational force.
Results
After reinterpretation of the constructs that are believed to trigger motivation, five themes are formulated, each of which has distinctive psychological characteristics. These themes are explored one by one along with thematic logic that gives the arguments for the uniqueness of each theme. The five themes that emerged were named according to the nature of their psychological characteristics, namely: (1) urge, (2) freedom to choose, (3) challenge, (4) incentive, and (5) meaning.
Urge is an internal force that drives individuals to act. Urge includes the constructs of instinct, needs deprivation, revenge, and interest. Freedom to choose is characterized by situations that enable individuals to act without depending to others. It comprises the constructs of autonomy, independence, selfregulation, and self-determination. Challenge is a stimulation from the environment that triggers individuals to respond. Six constructs have this characteristic, i.e. difficult goal, demand, inequity, trust, responsibility, and competition. Incentive is something that is received as a consequence of the individual behavior, which attracts the individual to continue or redo what is done before. Incentive includes reward, constructive feedback, support, and achievement. The fifth theme is meaning, which is the intrinsic value of certain behavior so that it is worth doing. Meaning includes enjoyment, self-efficacy, self-actualization, contribution, and valence.
The five themes, which emerged as the result of open coding analysis, are motivational sources. Further analysis was undertaken through axial coding to integrate these themes in order to develop a dynamic model of motivation. Axial coding is done by exploring the nature of relationships of each motivational source with other motivational sources. The nature of these relationships is represented by vector constructs, i.e. constructs that have magnitude and direction.
This kind of reasoning is also known as the process theory of motivation, a theoretical perspective that focuses on explaining the process between variables. If content theories explain "what" is responsible for the emergence of motivation, process theories explain "how" the variables relate to each other to ignite motivational force. For example, urge is a source of motivation that has the characteristic of "push." A vector construct that corresponds to "push" is "drive," so urge is a source of motivation that drive other source so that it is activated. In this case urge drive freedom to choose to be active. On the other hand, freedom to choose has the capability to control urge, and so on. The result of axial coding analysis is illustrated in Figure 3 as an integrated human motivation model. The formulation of the human motivation model still leaves one problem. The explanation provided by the human motivation model is still limited to the dynamics of the motivational sources. Further questions that need to be answered are, how does the motivational sources ignite motivational force, under what conditions, and how it is structured. Further analysis will explore and map the components and structure of the force, which in this paper is called the "anatomy of the force."
The method in conducting the deeper analysis to address these problems is selective coding. Selective coding is a method on qualitative data analysis to find a central phenomenon of the issues under study. Central phenomenon, in this case, is the essence of all phenomena that have been discussed in the human motivation model. Each theme that has been described in the model is explored in more depth (scrutinized), to identify the most fundamental psychological characteristics that are responsible for the dynamics of motivated behavior.
To do scrutiny on these themes, several layers of questions on "why," "what," "when," and "how," are posed to the situations that occur on each theme. The process of questioning is considered sufficient (saturated) when answers are repeating, or cycle back to previous answers. For example, why does urge drive an individual to act? Because it poses a threat to existence, if you do not fulfill your needs you won't survive. Thus, there is a risk of survival. People always have unfulfilled needs, but yet are not always motivated, so when do they motivate? Motivational force emerges when there is an opportunity. Although it is not always certain, but as long as there is hope, opportunity will be worth pursuing.
The result of the selective coding argues that all of the motivational sources within the human motivation model possess three fundamental psychological characteristics, i.e. risk avoidance, uncertainty tolerance, and hope reliance. Thus the essence of motivational force is the presence of risk, uncertainty, and hope. These basic ingredients of I n s t r u m e n t a l i t y C h a l l e n g e S e e k i n g P r e s s u r e E x p e c t a n c y R e i n f o r c e m e n t Actualization Control Drive
motivational force are intertwined with one another so that they trigger (ignite) the force to act, a power to act.
The dynamic interaction of risk, uncertainty, and hope is illustrated in Figure 4 as an atom-like relationship between electron, proton, and neutron. Therefore, it is called an atomic theory of motivation, which means a theory on the basic ingredients of motivational force. The three components that are integrated as a structure of motivational force are also called "the anatomy of the force."
Anatomy of the force explains what and how motivational force emerges within individual. It is also explains when any motivational sources become active and effective in invoking motivational force.
To be able to predict the strength of motivational force that works in an individual, the three elements (risk, uncertainty, and hope) need to be taken into account in an integrative formula. In other words, the strength of motivational force is the product of the interaction of these three essential ele- ments of risk, uncertainty, and hope. Interaction of the three elements must reside in a certain area of balance, because if there were an extreme imbalance, it would weaken the motivational force. The principle of "balance" is in line with the results of the study by Carroll and Alexandris (1997) who examined the interactive relationship between "perception of constraints" with "strength of motivation."
To measure a construct we need to apply mathematical logic. From the perspective of mathematical logic, hope and risk are inversely proportional, i.e. the greater the risk the smaller the hope, and vice versa. When there are both hope and risk, there will be uncertainty as well. When the magnitude of risk and hope are equal, then there is a 50-50 chance, a condition that has the highest or maximum level of uncertainty. The maximum or minimum conditions of each of these three elements are extreme situations that lead to weak or absence of motivational force.
Using that logical explanation, the strength of the force can be plotted to a profile, which illustrates the variability or fluctuation of motivational force as a result of the interaction between risk, hope, and uncertainty. The hypothetical profile is shown in Figure 5 .
The profile shows three extreme positions where the strength of motivational force is near zero. These conditions are: (1) when there is no hope or maximum risk, which is identical to a condition of self-helplessness (Seligman 1990) ; (2) when there is maximum uncertainty (50-50 chance), when an individual becomes fatalistic; and (3) when there is no risk, that also means no uncertainty, a situation when individuals are in a comfort zone. On the other hand, the profile also shows twin peaks that indicate two situations of optimum strength for motivational forces. These situations have the psychological characteristics of: (1) optimum challenge, when risk is higher than hope; and (2) optimum opportunity, when hope is stronger than risk. The mathematical equation for the profile is as follows:
Up to this point, there are still two more steps in order to complete the theory building. First, it is necessary to integrate the human motivation model and the anatomy of the force into one conceptual understanding. This one conceptual understanding is the expected final result of the selective coding analysis, which is called the central phenomenon. If we understand that there are a human motivation model and an anatomy of the force, what could be the one central phenomenon underlying this motivational dynamics? What is expected as a result of further analysis is a single statement that can explain the whole phenomenon of motivational force, which includes the human motivation model and anatomy of the force.
Second, the proposition of the strength of the force needs to be confirmed by behavioral indicators. How does the formula applied to real life events? How can we collect data to support this theoretical proposition? In order to answer these questions, the thought experiment is conducted. The thought experiment provides opportunity to test a theory by simultaneously refutes the theories that exist, and build a new theory through a process known as "mutual exclusion" (Wikipedia 2010 ).
Before presenting the results of the thought experiment, the following paragraphs Risk avoidance, uncertainty tolerance, and hope reliance indicate something concerning human existence. If an individual is in fact always concerned with risk, uncertainty, and hope in their life, it means that they have no firm and certain fate for their existence. This phenomenon shows the vulnerability of human beings. On the other side, a human being also possesses freedom to choose, the central point of the human motivation model. This paradox of existence leads to the behavioral dynamics of utilizing freedom to choose to compensate for human vulnerability. In compensating for their vulnerability, a human being is pursuing something to hold on to. Something or someone that can help one to gain stability is called "an anchor" (Google dictionary 2010). Thus, the purpose of these behavioral dynamics is searching for anchors. Anchors create a psychological state of balance and stability.
Anchors are something that one can rely on in facing the uncertain future, avoiding risk, and providing hope. Anchors can be categorized into materials, self, others, and believing in virtues. For those who believe in God, virtues themselves are anchored to God. Therefore, God is the ultimate anchor. It is only logical, for those who believe, that the ultimate power of God is the perfect anchor, upon which a human being can rely without any doubt. Relying on the ultimate power of God will enable a peaceful psychological state in an individual, and at the same time provide fearless strength of motivational force as well. Figure 6 illustrates the layer of anchors in its ideal structure, which will provide authentic happiness and great strength of motivational force. A problem arises when the structure of anchors within an individual is shifted or incomplete. Those people who "play god" might also put God as their anchor, but they put "self " to be in direct relationship with God instead of "virtues." If an individual does this, they automatically put "virtues" under "self," meaning that they make "virtues" to submit to the "self," and "others" as the object to be manipulated by "self."
If individuals do not believe in God, their layer of anchors is like a floating circle, which swings up and down and creates a psychological state of relentless confusion. At some point in time, they will be very certain of themselves, but at other times they will feel so helpless and confused about life. The happiness that they sometimes feel is illusive, not authentic. The motivational force that emerges within them is up and down, and cannot be relied on. Figure 7 illustrates the summary of the new theory of motivational force. The final result for this study, which is aimed at building an integrated theory of motivational force, is called "In search for anchors: the fundamental motivational force in compensating for human vulnerability."
The overall dynamics of human behavior from the perspective of this theory are as follows. A human being as a creature of God is granted a freedom to choose to lead their life within the dynamic of human motivation model. Human freedom is the overt psychological characteristic that is innate in every individual. However, there is another side of human nature in terms of their future existence, which is characterized by risk, uncertainty, and hope. This covert characteristic of human being indicates the vulnerability of their existence. Consciously or not, individuals realize this paradox of existence within themselves. This paradox creates instability within the human psyche that ignites a force to compensate. In compensating for the instability of their existence, human beings are always in search for anchors, which guide their day-to-day behavior in their life. Happiness or despair is determined by how an individual selects and structures their anchors.
Since the theory building is complete, the next paragraphs report the results of the thought experiment in testing the hypothesis on the formula of the strength of the force. The overall results of the four studies support the hypothesis, as shown in Table 2 . There are eight empirical profiles of strength of the force resulting from the four studies. All profiles, except one, show significant trends according to the Friedman test (Friedman 1937) .
The empirical profiles of the strength of the force are shown in Figure 8 and Figure  9 . Figure 8 shows the empirical profiles as the results of multiple-choice scale, while Figure 9 shows the empirical profiles as the results of forced-choice scale.
The empirical profiles show slightly different trends compared to the hypothetical profile. The results of Studies 1, 2, and 3 consistently indicate that the point of optimum opportunity is higher than the point of optimum challenge. They also show that the points of 50-50 chance are not as low as the hypothesis. Although it is also significant in terms of the trend of the profile, Study 4's result shows a different shape of a profile. point does not pass the significance test, although it resembles the shape of the results of the other studies. Further analysis is conducted to find the source of the anomaly in Study 4. Content analysis on the reasons to the ratings is done upon the data collected in Study 4. There is a theme emerges in the reasons or explanation of the ratings for every scenario that is posed in Study 4. On every explanation of the ratings, the participants of the study make a statement that correspond to the existence of hope. Here are some statements concerning the scenarios of class assignment in study 4:
"the more difficult the assignment the more effort is needed, such as study harder"
"the more burden we have the more serious we need to be"
"the more demanding a task the more it push me to study harder to give the best."
Discussion
This study has succeeded in building a new theory of motivational force, which has three levels of analysis. The first level, which is the most overt in nature, is the reconstruction of contemporary theories of motivation into a holistic-dynamic-integrative human motivational model. On the second level of analysis, this study has developed an understanding of the other side of human life, which is more covert in nature, in a form of anatomy of the force that comprises risk, uncertainty, and hope. On the final analysis, at a more philosophical level, it is found that there is an underlying dynamic of human behavior, which is called in search for anchors.
On the second phase of the study, the hypothesis derived from the theory of the anatomy of the force was tested and supported by empirical data. However, the empirical results suggest that there is a refinement needed for the theory of the strength of the force. The bolt message conveyed by the empirical data is that out of the three elements of the anatomy of the force, hope stands out to be the most significant factor that is responsible for the emergence of the force. To comply with what the empirical data suggest, the formula of the strength of the force is modified as follows:
The modified formula states that: (1) Hope is the most significant factor of motivational force, i.e. when there is no hope there will be no motivational force as well; (2) Risk and uncertainty are interacting with each other as when uncertainty reaches the maximum, it will be the same as the risk, and therefore it will hamper the motivational force; (3) Risk and uncertainty are prerequisites for motivational force, and they are twoin-one in nature, i.e. when there is no risk there will be no uncertainty, vice versa. Therefore, the absence of either one will extinguish the motivational force. The new profile of the strength of the force as a result of the modified formula is illustrated in Figure 10 . The concept of RUH (Risk, Uncertainty, Hope) is quite practical for describing, explaining, and predicting situations in terms of their motivational force capability. For example when an organization initiates a motivational program, it should contain RUH as the basic ingredients of the prescription to work. When parents are having problems with their children's motivation to study, they could analyze whether studying for the kid contained RUH or how strong does the RUH chemistry exist.
Conclusion
This study has formulated a new perspective and a working theory of human motivation. Since the new theory is built based on the existing theories and empirical data, it is a meta theory which focuses on the essence of motivational dynamics. The newly formulated theory is named 'RUH theory', which stands for Risk, Uncertainty and Hope as the fundamental dynamics of motivational force. In one sentence the theoretical proposition can be stated as follows: "Motivation will emerge when a person or a group of people forsee that there is risk to avoid, and at the same time they have hope to pursue under an uncertain situation."
The application of RUH Theory in the organizational setting is very practical and yet fundamental. For example when a new policy is developed to change organizational culStrength of the Force I II III Probability of Success IV V ture, the management should consider whether the new culture possess the nuance of RUH in the eyes of the employee. In other words, management should communicate that there are risks to avoid if they remain in the existing organizational culture, so that they have a reason to change. On the other hand management also needs to admit that they cannot guarantee that the change will be smooth with no obstacles or problems along the way. However, management also has to show confidence not based on certainty or promise, but based on hope, which is a strong belief that "We" can acheive a better tomorrow together.
This study is focusing on theory-building, therefore it is limited to conceptual discussion. The practical application of the theory needs to be studied further. On the methodological perspective, further studies are going to apply laboratory experiments or field experiements, in order to gain empirical support for the theory. The topics and context of the further studies will include motivation in a work setting, family relationships, and social interaction.
